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theory advanced by the plaintiff illustrates the anomalous character of the com- 
mon-law principles of "undisclosed principal." See Ames, Undisclosed Prin- 
cipal—His Rights and Liabilities (1909) 18 Yale Law Jounal, 443; see a 
situation closely similar to that in the instant case discussed (1910) 28 ibid., 
575- 

Carriers — Passenger — Transferring to Another Car. — The plaintiff was a 
passenger on one of the defendant's cars and was obliged to transfer. She 
alighted safely at the transfer point and had started to the place where she was 
to await the other car, when the car from which she had just alighted jumped 
the track and injured her. Held (2 judges dissenting), that the relation of 
carrier and passenger continued at the time when she was struck. Feldman v. 
Chicago Rys. Co. (1919, 111.) 124 N. E. 334. 

Out of the relation of carrier and passenger arises the duty to furnish a safe 
place to alight Woods v. North Carolina P. S. Co. (1917) 174 N. C. 697, 94 
S. E. 469 (1918) 27 Yale Law Journal, 559. But having alighted from the 
street car safely at his destination, the special duties which the carrier owes a 
passenger cease. Powers v. Connecticut Co. (1909) 82 Conn. 665, 74 Atl. 931; 
Street R. R. v. Boddy (1900) 105 Tenn. 666, 58 S. W. 646. But if the journey 
has not been completed and the passenger is still under the guidance of the 
carrier, the duties arising out of the relation still continue. In the principal 
case, the dissenting judges opposed the extension of these duties to situations 
where the passenger was not under the care of the carrier nor at a place under 
its control. It may well be doubted whether the majority of the court intended 
to impose upon the carrier under these circumstances all the duties arising out 
of the relationship of carrier and passenger which includes the duty to protect 
the passenger from strangers. Cf. Clark v. Norfolk & Western Ry. (1919, 
W. Va.) 100 S. E. 480, supra, Recent Case Notes, sub tit., Carriers. 

Conflict of Laws — Application of Foreign Statutes— Roles of Conflict- 
Rules of Construction. — An action was brought in the federal court on a con- 
tract made in Michigan for the lease of realty situated in New York. Both 
Michigan and New York have statutes of frauds applicable to contracts of this 
kind. A memorandum of the contract in suit complied with the requirements of 
the New York statute but not with those of the Michigan statute. Held, that 
under the New York decisions, which the court was bound to follow in the 
construction of a local statute, the statute of New York was applicable to the 
contract in suit and that the defence based upon the Michigan statute must be 
overruled. Hotel Woodward Co. v. Ford Motor Co. (1919, C. C. A. 2d) 258 
Fed. 322. 

See Comments, supra, p. 329. 

Constitutional Law— Admiralty Jurisdiction and State Workmen's Com- 
pensation Acts— Act of Congress of Oct. 6, 1917, not Retroactive.— The 
Supreme Court of Louisiana had held that a stevedore engaged in assisting in 
the unloading of a vessel was not within the jurisdiction of admiralty; also 
that the Act of Congress of Oct 6, 1917 (40 Stat L. 385) amending the act 
dealing with the grant of admiralty jurisdiction to federal courts so as to save 
to "claimants the rights and remedies under the workmen's compensation law 
of any state" was retroactive and applied to this injury although it had occurred 
before the passage of the law. Held, that this was error, since admiralty has 
jurisdiction and the amendment is not retroactive. Peters v. Veasey (Dec. 8, 
1919) U. S. Sup. Ct Oct. Term, 1919. Justices Brandeis and Clarke, dissenting. 

This decision accords with the opinion in this case previously expressed in 
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die Journal. See for discussion Comment (1918) 27 Yale Law Journal, 924, 
952, discussing Veasey v. Peters (1917. rehearing 1918, La.) 77 So. 948. The 
decision does not decide as to the constitutionality of the amendment though it 
would appear that the two dissenting Justices at least hold it constitutional. See 
Comment (1917) 27 Yale Law Journal, 255; also (1919) 28 ibid., 281, 835. 

Constitutional Law — Jury Trial — Peremptory Challenges — Joint Trial. — 
The defendants were found guilty of a violation of the Espionage Act The 
Judicial Code (ch. 231, par. 287; U. S. Comp. St. par. 1264) provides that where 
there are several defendants in one action,. they shall be treated as one "party" 
and be allowed only the number of challenges allowed one "party." The trial 
court ruled to this effect and the defendant appealed, claiming that this provi- 
sion was contrary to the Sixth Amendment to the Constitution. Held, that the 
ruling of the trial court was correct. Stilson v. United States (1919) 40 Sup. 
Ct28. 

The erroneous idea that parties have a "proprietary interest" in the jury 
panel has long persisted. The Constitution of the United States does not confer 
the privilege to challenge jurors, but only guarantees the privilege of a trial by 
an impartial jury. United States v. Marchant (1827, U. S.) 12 Wheat. 480. 
The number of peremptory challenges is regulated by statute but the trial judge 
may grant additional challenges in his discretion. Schwartzberg v. United States 
(1917, C. C. A. 2d) 241 Fed. 348. The principal case was clearly correct 

Contracts — Army and Navy — Authority op Commanding Opficer op 
United States Warship. — In January, 1869, the appellant's grandfather depos- 
ited in an American warship certain gold, for which the American consul had 
receipted. The plaintiff alleged that this constituted a contract between the 
United States and his grandfather. The commander of the warship, in April, 
1869, returned the gold to one Arridando, supposed to be the agent of the 
appellant's grandfather. The appellant contended that this payment was unau- 
thorized and that the contract obligation of the United States still existed. 
Held, that no such contract was created. Cartas v. United States (1919) 40 
Sup. Ct 42. 

At the time of this deposit there was a statutory penalty imposed on any 
person in the Navy who received or permitted to be received, on board the 
ship to which he was attached, any goods or merchandise for freight or sale, 
except gold, silver, or jewelry for safe keeping, without the authority of the 
President or the Secretary of the Navy. The court concluded that this statute 
allowed the commander of a ship wide discretion as to the receipt of gold on 
ship, and no contract with the United States would arise from the exercise of 
this discretion. 

Contracts — Statute op Frauds — Oral Contracts to be Performed Within 
a Year. — The plaintiff brought an action of forcible entry and detainer. The 
trial court found that the defendant was in possesion under an oral lease from 
March I, 1918, till March 1, 1919, which had been contracted sometime in 1917. 
Held, that the plaintiff should have relief, since the finding was contrary to the 
evidence, with a dictum that such a lease was not a violation of the one year 
clause of the statute of frauds. Kelley v. Ketley (1919, Iowa) 174 N. W. 342. 

The Iowa code makes the usual exception of a lease for the term of one 
year from the requirement that all contracts of interests in land be in writing. 
Iowa Code 1807, sec 4625 (4). But it is submitted that the contract in the 
instant case should be unenforceable because of the requirement that all con- 
tracts not to be performed in one year be written. The authority on this point 



